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Abstract

Federated learning (FL) aims to train machine learning (ML) models collaboratively using
decentralized data, bypassing the need for centralized data aggregation. Standard FL models
often assume that all data come from the same unknown distribution. However, in practical
situations, decentralized data frequently exhibit heterogeneity. We propose a novel FL model,
Distributionally Robust Federated Learning (DRFL), that applies distributionally robust opti-
mization to overcome the challenges posed by data heterogeneity and distributional ambiguity.
We derive a tractable reformulation for DRFL and develop a novel solution method based on
the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm to solve this problem. Our
experimental results demonstrate that DRFL outperforms standard FL models under data

heterogeneity and ambiguity.

1 Introduction

Data collection and data processing are increasingly becoming more distributed across multiple
devices, organizations, and locations. Federated learning is a technique that enables collaborative
model training with decentralized data. Model training occurs locally on distributed devices, or

clients, while model updates are aggregated by the central server and shared across clients. For

example, model parameters may be averaged across participating clients (McMahan et al., 2016),

such that all data are used to train the model without direct data sharing cross clients, preserving

data privacy, data security, and data access restrictions. FL has emerged as an important field of



research with impact in areas such as mobile devices (Lim et al., 2020)), healthcare (Joshi et al.,
2022; Nishio and Yonetani, [2019)), and the internet of things (Nguyen et al.| 2021)).

Federated learning also has its challenges. Statistical heterogeneity, the situation in which data
distribution across clients differs, poses a difficulty for federated learning methods that assume
an i.i.d. data generating process for all clients. Such heterogeneity can lead to incorrect model
prediction or embed certain biases if it is not properly accounted for. Federated learning also faces
the issue of ambiguity, where the underlying data distributions across different clients are unknown.
As a result, standard FL models often suffer from the issue of overfitting with poor out-of-sample
performance, especially when the data are insufficient, noisy, or contaminated (Reisizadeh et al.|
2020a)).

Researchers have explored the applications of (distributionally) robust optimization for federated
learning in recent years. [Mohri et al. (2019) introduce the concept of agnostic loss which calculates
the worst-case weighted client loss. The authors propose a framework called agnostic federated
learning with the aim of optimizing the worst-case weighted average performance across all clients.
Building on this idea, Deng et al.| (2020b)) propose the distributionally robust federated averaging
(DRFA) algorithm, an efficient method for handling the subpopulation shift. However, DRFA only
takes into account the empirical distribution, which may differ significantly from the true distribution.

Nguyen et al.| (2022) propose Wasserstein distributionally robust federated learning (WAFL) to
address the issue of distributional ambiguity. They employ an “aggregate-then-robustify” approach,
whereby they initially estimate a single probability distribution that represents all clients. An
ambiguity set is then introduced to mitigate the impact induced by the estimation errors of this
probability distribution. In this case, while a distributionally robust FL model is formulated, the
associated optimization problem is not well-suited for designing distributed algorithms. Instead,
an approximation algorithm is used, which is equivalent to solving a non-robust FL model with a
modified loss function. Moreover, since this approach considers an aggregated /mixed probability
distribution, it does not explicitly tackle the issue of heterogeneity. A simple example will be provided
to further demonstrate the difference between WAFL and our proposed model.

To address the challenges of statistical heterogeneity and ambiguity simultaneously, we introduce
a novel framework called Distributionally Robust Federated Learning (DRFL). In contrast to previous

approaches, DRFL constructs an individual Wasserstein ambiguity set for each client, which enables



each client to have its own, potentially unique data generating distribution. This design allows
arbitrary levels of statistical heterogeneity among clients, setting DRFL apart from existing methods
in federated learning.

A key contribution of our work is the derivation of a tractable reformulation of DRFL that
facilitates further analysis. The resulting optimization problem differs structurally from the standard
unconstrained empirical risk minimization problem with a finite sum of functions. This distinction
prevents the efficient application of stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and its variants, as they may
lead to high computational costs. As an alternative, we develop a novel solution method based on
the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm, and propose a splitting strategy
to solve DRFL. The proposed algorithm has a natural interpretation for the client updates: In each
iteration, every client updates its (regularized) worst-case expected loss, while the server updates
the global parameter based on the information received from all clients.

We summarize the main contributions of our work as follows:

e We propose a novel framework in federated learning, DRFL, capable of handling data het-
erogeneity and distributional ambiguity issues. We then derive a tractable reformulation of
DRFL, making it suitable for further theoretical and algorithmic analysis.

e We develop a new ADMM-based algorithm suitable for DRFL. Our approach ensures conver-
gence to the optimal solution in the convex setting and to critical points in the non-convex
setting, making it applicable to a wide range of learning problems.

e We compare the empirical performance of DRFL with its non-robust counterpart (the nom-
inal model) and other robust optimization methods. Our results demonstrate that DRFL
outperforms other models on various problems.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section [2] reviews the related work, and Section [3]
provides background on federated learning. In Section [ we introduce Distributionally Robust
Federated Learning and derive a tractable reformulation. In Section [5] a customized ADMM
algorithm is proposed to exactly solve DRFL. The numerical experiments in Section [6] demonstrates
the superior performance of the proposed model.

Notation. We adopt boldface lowercase and uppercase letters for vectors and matrices, respec-
tively. Special vectors include 0, which represents the vector of all zeros, and e, which indicates the

vector of all ones. The matrix I denotes the unit matrix. The inner product of vectors w and x



is denoted by (w, x). We use the tilde sign to represent random variables. The dual norm of any
given norm | - || is denoted by || - |«. The notation Ag = {ge RS | e"q = 1} is used to represent

probability simplex. The operator [-]; represents max{-,0}.

2 Related Work

Federated learning (FL) was initially introduced by McMahan et al.| (2016). They proposed the

Federated Averaging (FedAvg) algorithm, which utilizes SGD in parallel on a randomly sampled
subset of clients at every iteration. Then the server updates the model parameters by averaging the
updated parameters from clients, and so it allows for the training of models on decentralized data
while preserving privacy.

In general, the challenges faced by FL can be broadly categorized into two areas: system challenges
and statistical heterogeneity. Several prior works have proposed various approaches to tackle system
challenges, with a primary focus on improving communication efficiency in federated learning
(Konecny et al., 2015] 2016} |[Li et al., 2020; Reisizadeh et al., [2020b; Smith et al., 2017} |Suresh et al.,
. In terms of statistical heterogeneity, Fed Avg generalizes poorly on the unseen distribution

of new clients and non-i.i.d. data (Zhao et al 2018)). Several studies offered improvements to the
FedAvg (Li et al., 2019; [Sattler et al. [2019; Zhao et al [2018), especially on enhancing either the
global aggregation step (Chen and Chaol 2020; |Lin et all 2020b; [Reddi et al., [2020; Wang et al.,
2020a; [Yurochkin et al.l [2019)) or the local updates (Malinovskiy et al., 2020, Reisizadeh et al., [2020a}
‘Wang et al., 2020b)). Many frameworks are proposed, such as FedProx 2020), SCAFFOLD
(Karimireddy et al. [2020), FedNova (Wang et al., 2020b)), FedDyn (Acar et al., [2021), MOON
2021al), FedSkip (Fan et al], [2022), and FedDC (Gao et al), [2022). Alternatively, [Smith et al.
and |Corinzia et al. (2019)) explore the application of multi-task learning to tackle statistical

heterogeneity in FL settings. Additionally, several studies propose personalized federated learning

approaches to enhance communication efficiency and penalize local models, such as (Chen and Chao,
2021} [Collins et al., 2021} Deng et all 2020al [Hanzely et al., [2020; [Li et al., 2021b; Mansour et al.,
2020).

This paper utilizes distributionally robust optimization (DRO) to overcome the challenge of

statistical heterogeneity. DRO optimizes the worst-case performance over an ambiguity set of

distributions, providing reliable decisions under uncertainty and ambiguity (Goh and Sim), [2010). In




recent years, DRO has gained significant attention in machine learning (Namkoong and Duchi, 2016).
In particular, Wasserstein DRO has gained attention in the areas of machine learning and data-driven
optimization (Farokhi|, [2022; [Shafieezadeh-Abadeh et al., [2019; |Sinha et al., 2017; Smirnova et al.|,
2019; [Staib and Jegelkal 2019), offering finite sample guarantees and accommodating unknown true
distributions with larger support (Mohajerin Esfahani and Kuhn| 2018)).

Several seminal works have explored the application of (distributionally) robust optimization
in the context of FL. |Mohri et al.| (2019)) introduce agnostic federated learning (AFL), minimizing
the worst-case weighted sum of empirical loss among all clients. |[Deng et al.| (2020b)) develop a
communication-efficient distributed algorithm for a specific case of AFL, where the uncertainty
set of weights is defined as the probability simplex. |[Nguyen et al.| (2022) propose a Wasserstein
distributionally robust FL model for the mixed empirical distribution that represents the data
generating distribution for all clients. Reisizadeh et al,| (2020a)) address affine distribution shifts
and apply robust optimization to minimize loss under the worst perturbation. The proposed DRFL
approach generalizes these methods, considering ambiguity at the individual client level without
specific parametric perturbations. This flexibility enables comprehensive handling of uncertainties,
accommodating diverse variability across clients. Moreover, the proposed framework does not make
any assumption regarding whether training and testing distribution have the same support, so both
subpopulation shift and domain shift are considered.

While this paper primarily addresses heterogeneity and ambiguity in standard FL, related
works apply DRO to other contexts, such as robust federated meta-learning (Lin et al., |2020al) and

optimizing robustness under local differential privacy (Shi et al., [2022).

3 Preliminaries

Consider a federated learning setting with a set of clients (also known as devices). We denote by
S ={1,2,...,8} the set of clients, in which each client s has it own dataset {(&;,9;)}; with N
training samples, for all s € §. Here, & and g4 are the feature vector and label of the ¢th sample in
client s, respectively. We denote by = € R™ x R the support set of the samples, and thus (&;,9;) € =.
Given a loss function L and a function class F = {fy : w € W < R™}, the standard federated

learning problem is to seek for the model parameters w by minimizing the following empirical risk



minimization (ERM) problem

min <) 3 L(ful@a), ). 1)
€S

wew S s S e,

where Zg = {1,2..., Ns}. The above model covers a wide range of supervised learning problems; for
example, consider regression problem with linear model where f,, () = (w,x) and L(fw(x),y) =

L({w,x) — y), problem covers the following special cases.
e Huber Regression (HR):
22/2 if [2] <€

L(z) =
€(|z] —€/2) otherwise,

where € > 0 is a user-specified threshold parameter.
e Support Vector Regression (SVR):
L(z) = max{0, |z| — €},
with tolerance level € = 0.

e Quantile Regression:

L(z) = max{—ez, (1 — €)z},
where € € [0,1] is the quantile parameter.

For classification problem with linear model where f, () = (w, ) and L(fw(x),y) = L(y{w, x)),
problem covers the following special cases.

e Support Vector Machine (SVM):

L(z) = max{0,1 — z}.

e SVM with Smooth Hinge Loss:

12—z  ifz<0
Lz) =< 1-2)%2 if0<z<1

0 otherwise.

e Logistic Regression:

L(z) =log(l +e 7).



In the setting of federated learning, training samples are stored separately across different clients,

Z]-V:ﬁ in client s is not shareable to other clients s’ during the

and each individual dataset {(&;,7;)}
training period. Fortunately, despite being a generic model, problem exhibits strong mathematical
structure and is a sum of functions where each function corresponds to a training sample; thus, by
leveraging the idea of SGD, FedAvg was proposed to solve in a federated setting (McMahan
et al., [2016) where each client is responsible to the gradient updates that are associated with its

training samples.

4 Distributionally Robust Federated Learning

While problem serves as a generalization of standard supervised learning with the consideration
that data is stored separately across different clients, it suffers the from the same issue of overfitting
as other supervised learning models, due to the fact that the data generating distribution is unknown.
In fact, the ERM formulation in is only an approximation of the stochastic optimization problem
infweyy EF[L(fw(®),7)], where P is the underlying unknown probability distribution that generates
the training samples {(&;, 9;) }iez., for all s € S.

In addition to the aforementioned issue of ambiguity, applications of federated learning often
face another challenge of data heterogeneity. Due to the decentralized nature of the data, training
samples of each individual dataset are often collected by each client, and they may not be identically
distributed compared to training samples of other clients; that is, for each client s € S, the samples

{(@i, U;) }iez, are generated via some distribution P; which is not necessary same as Py if s" # s.

4.1 Model

To overcome these challenges, we propose the Distributionally Robust Federated Learning (DRFL)

. P N o~
Jnf Sup E[L(fw(2),9)], (2)

and we consider the ambiguity set P to be

((®,9),5)eP, qe Q
P=3SPeP'ExS)| PWP,P,)<psls=s)=1 VseS ¢,
P(s =s) = g5 Vse S



where P°(Z x S) is the set of all possible probability distributions supported on = x S, Q < RS is
the set of all possible weight parameters, and W (P, I@’S) represents the Wasserstein distance of Py
from empirical distribution P,; that is, W (P, I@’) := infy {XEQ d(f,é) I1(dg, dé)} Here, 11 is a joint
distribution of £ and f with marginals P and P, respectively. Notice d is a metric on the support =,
and different applications (e.g., regression or classification) would have different metric d. We refer
interested reader to Appendix |B| for more details.

Problem has a natural interpretation in the setting of federated learning. In DRFL, one
seeks for the model parameter w that optimizes the worst-case expected loss among all distributions
in the ambiguity set P, which contains distributions that are equal to the client’s data generating
distribution Py with probability gs. Both Py and g are unknown; the former is assumed to reside
within a Wasserstein ball with center I@’S and radius ps, while the latter is assumed to reside within a
prescribed set Q. In particular, can be re-expressed as

inf max 3 g, sup E[L(fu(@),9)], where P, = {P,cPUS) | W(P,PB,) < p,}.
weW ¢eQ s P.ePs

Therefore, the ambiguity set P explicitly model heterogeneity by allowing each P, to be different
from others and reside in its own ambiguity set Ps;. Moreover, as opposed to most existing FL
methods that fix the weighting parameter q, DRFL does not require the q to be explicitly specified,
which is preferable when the data in each client is not generated at the same rate.

DRFL provides a generalization to several existing frameworks. In particular, when p; = 0 for all
s €S, DRFL does not consider distributional ambiguity and recover the model proposed in [Mohri
et al.|(2019). If one further specifies that Q = Ag, then DRFL is equivalent to the model studied
in [Deng et al. (2020b)). To recover the distributionally robust model introduced in Nguyen et al.
(2022), one could focus on distributions inside a Wasserstein ball which is centered at the aggregated
empirical distribution ]@’agg = Yes s P, with radius p, rather than separately consider individual
empirical distributions Ps. To highlight the merits of our proposed DRFL compared to WAFL,
consider the following simple numerical example, where the details of the numerical setup could be

found in Appendix D}

Example 4.1. Consider a simple system containing two clients with distributions P7 and P5 and their
weights q1 and qo, respectively. By generating data from the underlying distribution P* = q1-P} +q2-P3,

we estimate empirical distributions Py and Py which could be used to construct the ambiguity sets P
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Figure 1. P(P* < P) in different radius for two models (left) and the normalized
distribution volume inside the ambiguity sets of two models in different guarantee levels

to contain P* (right).

and Py of DRFL and WAFL, respectively, where the center of Py is I@’agg =q P+ Q2 Py, Then,
we first examine the probability of containing the P* for fixed radius in P and Py, where the result
is shown in Figure|l| (Left). The result demonstrates that, WAFL always needs a larger radius when
both models achieve the same performance guarantee. Figure (Right) further shows that, when both

ambiguity sets P and Pw has the same confidence of containing the unknown true distribution P*,

the (normalized) volume of Py is larger than P.

Example shows that, under the same statistical guarantee, WAFL tends to construct an
ambiguity set Py with higher volume compared to our proposed ambiguity set. This implies that it
is more likely that WAFL would consider and optimize over the worst-case scenario that is unrealistic

or highly unlikely to happen in practice; thus, providing more conservative solutions compared to

DRFL.

4.2 Reformulation

To solve problem , we apply techniques in Wasserstein distributionally robust optimization
(Shafieezadeh-Abadeh et al., [2019) and derive its tractable reformulation. To do so, we assume that
for every fixed w, the integrand L(fo (&), %) in EF[L(fw(&),7)] is bounded above by a Lipschitz

continuous function; this assumption is mild, and all examples introduced in Section [3] satisfy this

assumption.

Proposition 4.2. For every s € S and any fized w € W,

o . 1
sup B [L(fu (@), §)] = inf {phs + 1eTa: (s, w) € 24,

PsePs 5,0s s



where Qg € Ry x RNs x W is defined as the following set

{()\s; as, w): sup L(fw(®),y) — Asd((2,y), (£si, si)) < asi, Vi€ IS} .

(z,y)€E
In particular, problem is equivalent to

. . 1
ul;gv r&a@x ;QS . inafs {ps)\s + EeTas : (As, a5, w) € Qs}. (3)

Notice that different applications (e.g., SVM or logistics regression) would lead of different (25, as
it depends on both the loss function L and the function fo,. In many cases, including all the examples
covered in Section [3] one could further simplify €5 based on the particular structure of L, f,,, and d.
We refer interested readers to Appendix [B] for a detailed discussion on these simplifications. On the
other hand, problem offers a unified formulation for various applications. This is because all the
problem-specific mathematical structure is now encapsulated in 25, while other parts of remain
generic and adaptable to different cases.

The above proposition reformulates the problem into a min-max-min problem where the
inner minimization problem is decomposed into S smaller optimization problems. In particular, all
the training samples {(&;, gjl)}lstl in client s are only relevant to the sth inner minimization problem.
Therefore, one could apply idea from algorithms for solving minimax problems, such as double-loop
method (Nouiehed et al.l 2019)), which allows one to train DRFL in a federated setting.

Using double-loop methods to solve , however, would lead to algorithms that have two layers
of subproblems, which is not ideal from a computational perspective. In what follows, we take one
step further to simplify the problems. Notice that for any fixed w € W, € is convex in (\g, ats), even

if L or f,, are non-convex. Therefore, by duality and minimax theorem, we obtain the following.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose Q = {qe€ Ag | |q —q|, < 8} for some ge Ag, § >0, andp > 1. Then
Problem s equivalent to

inf  G'(z+m)+0-|z+ve+n],
1
st. zg = psAs + FeTas, (As, s, w) € Qg Vse S (4)
S
weW, yeR, neRY, 2eR% N\ eR, a;eRY VseS,

where s is defined as in Proposition [{.2

10



In Theorem @7 we specify Q to be an intersection of a probability simplex Ag and a £,-norm
ball with center ¢ and radius #. Two reasonable choices for setting ¢ are §s = Ns/ >, .5 Ny and
Gs = 1/S for all s € S, which correspond to assigning weights g5 as a proportion to the total data in
client s and considering all clients to be equally important, respectively.

At the first glance, problem may not exhibit a natural structure for federated learning, which
requires clients do not share their data when optimizing the model parameter w. As we will show in
the next section, however, one could design a scalable first-order method to optimize problem in

a federated setting.

5 An ADMM-Based Algorithm

In this section, we propose an efficient first-order method to solve our proposed DRFL based on the
ADMM algorithm (Beckl, |2017). In particular, we provide a novel splitting and apply the alternating
direction linearized proximal method of multipliers (AD-LPMM) algorithm to solve (4)), where
additional details are provided in Appendix [E] Our method inherits the properties of AD-LPMM,
and so it is exact and is guaranteed to converge. If is convex, our algorithm converges to
optimality at an O(1/k) rate Beck (2017). More examples and details are provided in Appendix
If is non-convex, the algorithm nevertheless converges to critical points (Bolte et al., 2014]).

We first clarify that SGD and its variants are not well-suited to solve DRFL exactly. Notice that
is a constrained optimization problem where all samples are parameters of the constraints; thus,
the projection step in any SGD-like method would require simultaneous access to all data, violating
the nature of FL settings. Similarly, using off-the-shelf solvers (e.g. Gurobi) to solve is also not
applicable in FL settings. Moreover, these solvers suffer from poor scalability.

As mentioned before, related algorithms such as double loop methods can be used to solve (3)
(which is equivalent to ), but they will lead to the explosion of sub-problems. In particular, double
loop methods would treat as a single minimization problem where at each iteration, one has to
solve a sub-problem which itself is a maximin problem, which can be solved using another double
loop method. As we apply double loop method recursively, the number of iterations required should
be quadratic to the number of iterations needed in usual first order methods.

To this end, we propose the AD-LPMM algorithm to solve ; we first reformulate (4]) and

11



obtain
min G t+ 0[], —v

st. t=z+~ve+mn, w = W VseS8
Zs = PsAs + ]\ZeTas, (A, a5, W5) €Qy VseS (5)
weR™ zeR% teRY ~veR
neRY, N\ eR,aseRY w,eW VseS,

from which we can split primal variables into two groups, (w,t,z) and (1,7, {\s}, {as}, {ws}),
with separate primal updates. Since AD-LPMM is based on the optimization of the augmented
Lagrangian, we assign o, {15}, and {{s} to be the dual variables that are correspond to the linear
equality constraints in problem . In what follows, we will describe the proposed algorithm that is
summarized in Algorithm [I] We refer interested readers to the Appendix [E] for a detailed explanation

of the mathematical details of this proposed algorithm.

Update for w, t and =z

Follow by the framework AD-LPMM, we split the primal variables into two groups and update them
sequentially. For the update of the first group of variables (w,t, z), we optimize the augmented
Lagrangian of problem with a proximity term and stepsize ¢ > 0 while fixing all other variables.
By choosing the proximity term carefully (see Appendix , this optimization problem is separable
and each of subproblems can be solved analytically. Thus, the update for (w,t, z) can be represented
by the following operators. The primal update operator for w is defined as

Puol(tos}, () = o (et — ). (6

seS

where the primal variables {ws} and dual variables {15} are considered to be fixed when updating

w. Similarly, the primal update operator for z is defined as

mz(ia E, n,7, {)‘S}’ {aS}a Ca U) =

C—l—a]. 7)

-[7r+f—2—7-e—n+23-2—|—
c

1
1428
Here, the notation ¢ and Z represents the values of ¢ and z from the previous iteration, respectively.
Throughout the discussion, we will consistently use the overline notation to denote the values from

the previous iteration. Finally, we have
- 0 . 2S¢
Pi(t,z,n,7,0) =u— 25 Projp | 101] <9 U) ; (8)

12



Algorithm 1 AD-LPMM for Problem

1: Input: Set k = 0, stepsize ¢ > 0, initial value w?, t°, 20, n° 7% A a9 w?

2: while Not satisfying stopping criterion do
3: // Primal update (run on server)
4wl — B, ({wh}, {¢*}) // see equation (f)
5. 2MHL B (R 2R P AR (0FY {af), ¢F,o%) // see equation (7))
6:  thtl — Py(th, 2% nk 4% %) // see equation
7.t P, (P 2P pk Ak o) // see equation (9]
8 AL B (#FH 2k ok ok) // see equation (I0)
9: // Primal update (run on client s)
10: for s=1to S do
1 (AL et < (w28l CF)
12:  end for
13:  // Dual update
14: okt g 4o (tRHD = gkl yhtle k)
15: for s=1to S do
16: WAL b g el (bt k)
G e (e (o 4 feTal - k)
18:  end for
k—Fk+1
19: end while

20: Output: Solution w*

whereu =t —(g+o +c-(t—2z—~ve—n))/(2Sc) and Projp,, [0 17(+) represents the operator of
1[0,

orthogonal projection onto the £, unit ball By [0, 1]. It is worth noting that this projection can be

computed efficiently for p = 1,2, 0 (see Appendix [E]).

Update for n and v

For the update of the second group of variables (n,v,{\s}, {as}, {ws}), we again optimize the
augmented Lagrangian of problem with a proximity term and stepsize ¢ > 0 while fixing all

other variables. Due to the specific structure of this problem, we can separately update 7, v, and

13



({As}, {as}, {ws}). The primal update operator for n is defined as

mn(tazanyr%a):|:77+215«'<i'0-_r7'e_77+t_z>:|+' (9)

Similarly, the primal update operator for « is defined as

_ l+o'etc - (—ye—n+t—2)"e
PBy(t,2,m,7,0) =7+ :

2S¢ (10)

Update for {)\}, {a;} and {w,}

The update for {\s}, {as} and {w,} can be done separately on (As, s, ws) for each s € S. For any

s € S, we denote €s(ws, 25, Vs, Cs) as

2
(Aaigr;n;leQ Cs <ps>\s + ]\1,SeTas> —thg s + g Jw — a3 + g <ps>\s + ]ieTas — zs> :
Here, the notation €, is used to indicate that this operator should be executed at the end of the sth
client. This is because the update of (\s, s, Wws) involves the set 25 and, consequently, the training
samples { (@, 7))}, in client s.

The optimization problem associated with €; can be viewed as computing the regularized
worst-case expected loss of client s. This can be observed from Proposition where the problem
inf(y, o w)ens {PsAs + e'a,/N,} represents the worst-case expected loss of client s. The first term
in the objective function of €, is a weighted value of that worst-case expected loss. Additionally,
the second and third terms in the objective function of €4 correspond to the optimization of the
“local weight parameter” ws. Specifically, these terms penalize significant deviations of w, from
the “global” model parameter w. The forth term in the objective function of €, penalizes when
psAs + el a, /N, deviates from z,, where they should be the same for feasibility, as shown in ().

Inspired by the above observation, one can approximate €s(ws, s, s, (s) by approximating s
with a sample of data there. That is, we sample a subset of Z;, called Z,, at every iteration where
|Z,| « |Zs|, then we replace Z; by Z, in the definition of €,. The intuition behind this approximation
strategy is that by using a smaller amount of data, one can estimate the worst-case expected loss of
client s. The model parameter w is then updated based on these approximate worst-case expected
losses. Since Z; is sampled at every iteration, different training samples will be used to update w at

different iterations, and so the final model parameter w is still expected to be sufficiently robust.

We emphasize that it is not necessary to conduct exact updates in ADMM, and the convergence

14



rate has been proved to be consistent with O(1/k) by inexact update in |Bai et al.| (2022); Xie and
Shanbhag| (2019).

Update for Dual Variables

The update of dual variables is to take the gradient ascent direction in the dual problem, and this

ascent direction is in fact the terms in the equality constraints (Beckl [2017)), as shown in Algorithm

6 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we compare the performances of DRFL with the standard (non-robust) approach,
DRFA (Deng et al., [2020b)), AFL (Mohri et al., [2019) and WAFL (Nguyen et al. 2022)) in three
commonly-used datasets: heart (Dua and Graff, 2017)), breast-cancer (Wolberg, [1992)), and abalone
(Nash et al., |1995)) for SVM problem and HR problem. In this experiment, we compare the out-of-
sample performance between the proposed DRFL and other approaches in SVM and HR problems,
to stand for regression and classification problems, respectively.

To assess the noise robustness of the models, we introduce different levels of Gaussian attribute
noise into the training and testing data to create data heterogeneity among clients and simulate a
noisy environment, respectively. We train and compare DRFL with other models in SVM problem
on two scaled benchmark datasets: breast-cancer (Wolberg, 1992) and heart (Dua and Graff, 2017)),
and HR problem on dataset abalone (Nash et al.l 1995). All optimization problems in this section
are solved on an Intel 3.6 GHz processor with 32GB RAM. Except for our proposed DRFL, we
also solve DRFA (Deng et al., |2020b), AFL (Mohri et al. 2019), WAFL (Nguyen et al 2022)) and
standard approach (baseline), where standard SVM and standard in FL setting are depicted in the

followings.

Corollary 6.1. (Standard HR) If L represents the Huber loss function with threshold ¢ > 0 and
ZE = R"*L, then the form of standard HR problem is

1 1 1
min — Z — Z <tzl +e- Ozsi>
S seS Ns i€Ts 2

s.t. <w7 jSZ> - Qsi - tsi < Qg Vs e S,Z € Is
tsi — (W, i) + Usi < s VseS,iel,
weR", ts, a; e RY: Vse S.
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Corollary 6.2. (Standard SVM) If L represents the hinge loss function, then the form of standard
SVM problem is

st 1 —gglw, &gy < g Vse S i€

weR", a, e RY: VseS.

Besides, we solve DRFL models with d in ¢1-norm for the sake of tractability (Blanchet et al.|,
2022). We assume two special support sets for & in the SVM problem and exhibit equivalent

reformulations for €2 in the followings.

Proposition 6.3. (SVM - Special Case 1) If X = {x e R" : —e < & < e}, then (s, as, w) € Qs is

equivalent to the following constraints

:fzsi> + <7r8+2 + 7t e> < Qg Vi e I

st

.
1+ <—ysi'w —nl+ T

7 st )

1+<Q5iw—7'r;i+rs_i,:i:si>+<7rs_i+rs;,e>—/<c')\5<a5i VieZs

+ + 5 :
\ lmg = 7+ Gsiw]x < As Vi € T
Hﬂ-; — Ty — yssz* < As Vi e I
N n + - + - n .
M €Ry, ase R}, weR", ), m,, 70, 7, € R} Vi e Zs.

Proposition 6.4. (SVM - Special Case 2) If X = {x € R" : 0 < x < e}, then (As, a5, w) € 5 is

equivalent to the following constraints

L+ {—jgw — 7+ 7 @y) +{(n) | e) <ay Vi e T,
1+ {gssw—m, + 7, , iy +{m,;, €)— Kk A\ < ag VieT,
Hﬂ-st - Tst + ?)szw”* < As Vi e L

Hﬂ-s_z —Te — @ssz* < As Vi e Zg

N, N+ = o+ _— _mn ,
| MsER4, as e Ry, weR", oy, w, 7, 7, €RY Vi e Zs.

siv TWsir Tais
Prior to conduct this experiment, we split 60% of the dataset as the training set and 40% as the
test set, and randomly split both sets into 3 client sample sets, i.e., S = 3. Besides, we employ 5-Fold
cross-validation to select parameter values in this experiment, while accuracy and mean squared
error (MSE) are used as performance metrics for classification and regression models, respectively.

Meanwhile, we set a commonly used value of € = 1.35 for HR problem to conduct the experiment.
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6.1 Performance Comparison Based on Class-Balanced Datasets

To assess the robustness of models, we introduce Gaussian noise into client 1’s training set, with
a zero-mean and 0.5 standard deviation (SD) Gaussian noise into the heart and abalone dataset,
while a 0.5 mean and 0.5 SD Gaussian noise is added into the breast-cancer dataset. Furthermore,
different levels of Gaussian attribute noises are added to the test data. First, we inject Gaussian
noise with fixed SD and test with different mean levels. Second, we introduce Gaussian noise with
fixed mean and various SD. Third, different Gaussian noises with a certain mean and SD, which
mean = ratio * SD, here ratio is a constant. And we tune different parameters from different sets,
that is, ps € {le — 6,1le — 5,1le — 4,1e — 3,1e — 2,2e — 6,2e — 5,2e — 4,2e — 3,2e — 2,5e — 6, 5e —
4,5e—2,5e—1,1e+ 0}, ke {le—1,2¢ —1,3e —1,4e — 1,5e — 1,6e — 1,7e — 1,8¢ — 1,9¢ — 1, le + 0},
and 0 € {le —5,1e —4,1e — 3,1e — 2,1e — 1, 1le + 0}.

0.9 Heart 0.9 Heart Heart
'_‘\.\.\ 0.8
0.8 50.8 >
e o £0.7
S | 507 T o S | o
< 07 —— AFL < —— AFL < 06 —~— AFL
—— WAFL —— WAFL —+— WAFL
—=— Standard SVM 0.6 —— Standard SVM 051 Standard SVM
0.6 0.0 0.1 0.2 03 04 05 02 04 06 08 1.0 02 04 06 08 1.0
Noise Level Noise Level Noise Level
Abalone Abalone Abalone
. 30 . 125 . 30
S —=— DRFL S —=— DRFL S —=— DRFL
= DRFA o DRFA fe DRFA
W 2571 ap W 1001 —— ArL w257 AFL
3 —— WAFL 2 —— WAFL 3 20— warL
5 201 —— Standard HR @ 754 —— Standard HR ] —< Standard HR
> = 215
@15 ¥ 50 A
g g g0
s 10 s 25 =
0.0 01 0.2 03 04 05 0.2 04 06 08 1.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Noise Level Noise Level Noise Level

Figure 2. (Heart and Abalone datasets) Comparing noise resilience among our proposed
DRFL, DRFA (Deng et al.l |2020b), AFL (Mohri et al.l [2019)), WAFL (Nguyen et al., 2022)
and Standard FL (baseline). Gaussian noise with increasing mean and fixed standard
deviation (SD) (left). Gaussian noise with increasing SD and fixed mean (middle).
Gaussian noise with mean = constant * SD (right). Remark: DRFA and standard
HR exhibit equally suboptimal performance, with their results overlapping of Abalone

dataset.
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Figure 3. (Breast-cancer dataset) Comparing noise resilience among our proposed DRFL,
DRFA (Deng et al.l [2020b), AFL (Mohri et al., 2019), WAFL (Nguyen et al., 2022) and
Standard SVM (baseline). Gaussian noise with increasing mean and fixed SD = 2 (left).
Gaussian noise with increasing SD and fixed mean = 0 (middle). Gaussian noise with

mean = 2 * SD (right).

Figure 2] and [3] show the result of noise tolerance of DRFL compared with other models. Figure 2]
present results of different noise tolerance of DRFL compared with other methods in two datasets
for SVM problem (figures in the first line) and HR problem (figures in the second line). Figure
demonstrates that the DRFL achieves a higher accuracy compared with other approaches in most
cases, which suggests that DRFL performs well in the presence of noise, even at high levels. As we
can see, DRFL outperforms other models in high-noise environments in most cases. We also test the

applicability of DRFL to more complicated settings, such as class-imbalanced datasets (shown in

Figure (4| and .

6.2 Performance Comparison Based on Class-Imbalanced Datasets

Furthermore, we also show the results of noise tolerance of DRFL under imbalance class scenarios in
Figure [4 and [f] We have partitioned the heart and breast cancer datasets into imbalanced cases. To
address this, we first identify the majority class in the training set of each client. Then, we set a
ratio for the sample data of the minority class. Specifically, for client 1 and 2, we randomly selected
a ratio of 0.5 and for client 3 we experimented with a ratio of 1.0. The rest of the training setup
remains the same as described in Section 6.1. The following results showcase the performance of the

model when confronted with imbalanced classes.
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Figure 4. (Breast-cancer dataset) Comparing noise resilience in imbalances class scenario

among our proposed DRFL, DRFA (Deng et al., [2020b), AFL (Mohri et al 2019), WAFL

(Nguyen et all [2022) and Standard SVM (baseline). Gaussian noise with increasing

mean and fixed SD = 0.4 (left). Gaussian noise with increasing SD and fixed mean = 0.1

(middle). Gaussian noise with mean = 2 * SD (right).
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Figure 5. (Heart dataset) Comparing noise resilience in imbalance class scenario among

our proposed DRFL, DRFA (Deng et al., 2020b), AFL (Mohri et all 2019), WAFL

(Nguyen et al., 2022) and Standard SVM (baseline). Gaussian noise with increasing mean

and fixed standard deviation (SD) = 0.1 (left). Gaussian noise with increasing SD and
fixed mean = 0.5 (middle). Gaussian noise with mean = 0.5*SD (right).

7 Conclusion and Limitations

We introduce DRFL to address data heterogeneity and distributional ambiguity in FL, and propose
a tractable reformulation and an ADMM-based algorithm to efficiently solve our model. Numerical
results depict that DRFL outperforms other models. For the limitations, we currently focus on the
centralized settings with a center server, thus, the future work includes improving communication

and developing algorithms based on distributed structure.
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A Technical Results and Proofs

Proof of Proposition We first reformulate suppep EF[L(fw(Z),7)] as

sup EF[L(fw(&),7)] = max sup > gs- = max Z gs - sup E™[L(fu(),7)].

PeP 9€Q PoePs,5eS (g PsePs

Denote &€ = (x,y) on E and by the definition of Wasserstein ball, we have

SIIIIp SEQ L(fw (CC), y)Hs (d€7 dgl)

s.b. §22 d(§, €)1 (d€, d€') < p
II, is a joint distribution of & and &’

sup EX*[L(fuw (), §)]

PsePs

Il
A

With marginals Ps; and P,

r (11)
Slip* Z f fw sz(dg)

g 5 i€l

- st 3 [LdEdoratag <o

S ieZs V=

J Psi(d€) =1, Vs e S,Vie s,

where Pg; is the conditional distribution of (z,y) given (z',y’) = ési = (@i, Ysi) for client s. Using
a standard duality argument, we add dual variable A\g and reformulate as

S [ @ 0pati@ ) e 1o 5 3 [ @), Gt )]

sup inf {
S e,

Py, As=0

S RIS j [L(fu(@).y) — (e, ><aesi7ysi>>]mi<d<m,y>>}

Psi S i€ls

= inf {ps)\ —|—]\17 Z sup [L(fw(a:),y)—)\sd((w,y),(if?si,:ﬁsi))]}a

P20 s iz, (@y)es

where the inequality can be converted to equality since strong duality holds for any ps; > 0 due to

Proposition 3.4 in (Shapiro, 2001). Using epigraphical reformulation, the above problem is equivalent

to 1
: = AT
inf {ps)\s—i- Nse as}
s.t. sup L(fw(m)a y) - Asd((m7 y)a (ish gsz)) < Qg Vie Is
(x,y)e=

s € Ry, ay e RYs,
which yields to the statement in Proposition [4.2]
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Proposition A.1.

18

The dual of the following optimization problem

max z'q

st la—dl, <9
eTq =1
qce ]RJSr

min ¢ (z+ve+n)+5-0—7
st. Jz+ve+mlp, <8
BeR,, yeR, neRS.

Proof of Proposition The Lagrangian dual function associated with the primal problem is

g(B,v,m)

= maxz'q+p-(0—la—dlp) +7-(e'a=1)+n'q

e[S

= maxq (z+ve+n)—B-|lg—dl,+58-0—7,

qeRS

where e R, veR, and np € Ri. By changing variables and applying convex conjugate, we have

maxq' (z

qeRS

+ye+m)—pB-lg—ql,+B8-0—~

= max(g—4q) (z+ve+n)—B |lg—dlp+d' (z+rve+n)+8-0—7

geRS

" (z+ve+n)+B-0— if |z +ve+n|p <8

0

otherwise.

Therefore, we obtain the desired result.

Proof of Theorem As stated in Proposition .2, we have

sup E°[L(§{w, ))]
PeP

1
max . inf { As + —e'a }
qeQ S;S @ ()\570457'“))695 Psis NS °

1
inf max . { At el }7
(As, 05, w)es,5€S qeQ ;qu PsAs N, s

where the last equality holds due to minimax theorem, since the objective function is continuous

and concave-convex, Q and {)s are convex, and Q is compact. By applying Proposition and the
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definition of ©, we can reformulate problem as

inf {min QT(Z—F’ye—i-n)-i-ﬁ‘H—’y}
st [z+re+nlp, < B

1
Zs = PsAs + EeTas VseS
(As, o, w) € Qg VseS

weW, BeR, yeR, neR, zeRY A eR, a;e RV Vse S,

which is equivalent to

inf G (z+m)+0-|z+ve+n|,

1
St zs = psAs + ﬁeTas VseS
(As, s, w) € O Vse S

weW, vyeR, neRi, zeR® M\eR, a;e RN Vse S,

where we merge minimum into infimum and diminish 8 for simplicity. Thus we obtain the desired
result.

Proof of Proposition According to the form of , ifX ={xeR": —e <z <e}, we
should set C = [I —I]" andd = [e” e']", because —e < = < e is equivalent to the following two
inequalities

r<e and —xz <e.

We split qb:i into two variables, w;; and 77

- » While split ¢_; into 7w_; and 7_; in the same way. Then

we have
CT¢8+Z, —at %
and
Clo,=n,—T1,.
Also, we can derive
(p5,d—Cigy={nl e—x)+{(r} e+x),
and

(¢p;,d—Cisy={m,, e—x)+{(r, ,e+x).

By substituting the above equations into the reformulation in Corollary [B:4] we can obtain the

desired result.
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Proof of Proposition According to the form of , if ¥ ={xeR":0<x < e}, then we
should set C = [I —I]" andd = [e' 0"]T, because 0 < x < e is equivalent to the following two
inequalities

r<e and —x <0.

We split q.’) into two variables, 7r ~and 7", while split ¢; into w_; and 7, in the same way. Then

s

we have

CT¢S+Z. =qt 4t

and

Cl¢,=m,—T1,.

Also, we can derive

(¢nd=Csi) = (5, e—x)+ (15, @),
and

($gd—Cii) =(my, e—z)+ (7, , @).
By substituting the above equations into the reformulation in Corollary [B:4] we can obtain the
desired result.
Proof of Corollary As shown in Section B the standard federated learning problem is in the
form of problem . If L represents the Huber loss function, then problem becomes

min S Z Z LR(<w7 i:sz> - gsz)

wew seS S €L

= i;ne% 52 Zmln{ th+e- |<w,§:si>—ﬁsi—t5i|},

seS

where the equality holds due to the equivalent reformulation of Huber loss function (Shafieezadeh-
Abadeh et al., 2019). We then transform the above problem into the epigraphic form by adding
variables {ag;}, which leads to the following form

min SZ Z<2 si T € asz>

seS s €L

st |[{w, Tsi) — Usi — tsi] < s Vse S, ie T
weW, t,, a, € RV VseS.
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To delete the absolute operator, we split the inequality constraints into two equivalent constraints
(W, &) — Yoi — tsi < 0y Vs€ S i€
tsi — (W, Tsi) + Usi < asi Vs € S,ie L,
and obtain the desired result.
Proof of Corollary As shown in Section [3] the standard federated learning problem is in the
form of problem . If L represents the hinge loss function, then problem becomes

1 1 . .
5 5 2 3, 2 bl (o)
seS 1€l

1 1
- gé% 5 Z E Z maX{O, 1— 9 <'w,:itsi>},
seS €L

We then transform the above problem into the epigraphic form by adding variables {cg;}, which

leads to the following form

seS
s.t maX{O,l—g)si<w,§:si>}<asi Vse S,ieT;
weW, as RV VseS.

To delete the maximum operator, we split the inequality constraints into two equivalent constraints

0 < ag; Vse S,iel;
1 - ysz’ <w7£si> S Oési VS € 87'L GIS,

and obtain the desired result.

B Reformulations for DRFL for Different Machine Learning Models

B.1 Different Definitions for Metric d

We assume transportation metric d has different definitions in different applications. In this paper,
we mainly discuss regression and classification problems, so we denote dr and dc as the metric for

these two problems, respectively, and show the definitions as

dr((x,y), (#,9)) = |z — 2| + x|y — 9], (12)

and

dC((w7y)’(i:7y)) = Hw_"%u +/€'H{y#f1}7 (13)
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for some x > 0. Here, I, represents an indicator function. Equation of dr(-) and dc(-) represent
the distance metric for regression and classification problems, respectively. In equation , |z — |
represents the distance (in norm) between the input vectors & and &, which measures the dissimilarity
between the input features, and |y — y| means the absolute difference between the output values
y and g, which quantifies the dissimilarity between the target outputs. Here, x denotes the cost
associated with shifting probability mass across the output space in regression problem. A larger
value of k places more emphasis on minimizing the output difference.

In equation , [y represents an indicator function, which equals to 1 if the output labels y
and ¢ are different, and 0 otherwise. It serves as a penalty term when the labels are not the same.
Here, x quantifies the penalty incurred when changing a label y in classification problems. A larger
value of k increases the penalty for misclassification.

As we mentioned before, ), can be simplified into different forms based on different structures of
L, fy and d. In the following, we refer to some definitions of L, fy, and d, as well as results in prior

work (Shafieezadeh-Abadeh et al., [2019) to demonstrate the simplifications for ).

B.2 Simplifications for ), (Regression Models)

In regression models, the output y is continuous and ) = R. We assume that loss functions are in
the form of L(fw(x),y) = Lr({w,x) —y) and Z is convex and closed. In the following, we explicitly
demonstrate €25 for Huber, e-intensive and pinball loss functions. The model parameter w is in

W = R"”. We also assume that the support set = can be represented as
E={(x,y) eR"™ : Cix + ey <d,CL e R"”*", c e R",d e R"}, (14)

for e-intensive and pinball loss functions under the assumption that there exists a Slater point

(rs,ys) € R™*! with Cixg + coys < d.

Corollary B.1. (HR) If L represents the Huber loss function with threshold ¢ = 0 and Z = R"*1,

then (As, as, w) € Qg is equivalent to the following constraints

1202 + el {w, @) — Ui — psi] < i Vi€ I
ef(w, =1)[« < As

Xs €Ry, ag e RN, we R, p, e RYs.
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In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem and are convex and solvable in this setting.

Corollary B.2. (SVR) If L represents the e-intensive loss function for some € =0 and = is in the
form of , then (As, as, w) € Qg is equivalent to the following constraints

Jsi — (W, Tgi) — € + (@, d — Crg; — Caf)si ) < v Vi€ Ly

(w, &giy — Gsi — € + (P ;, d — Cis; — C2fjsi ) < v Vi € I

1 I(Cl o) +w,e] pf; — 1) < A Vie I,
I(C ¢y —w, 5 h; + 1)« < A Vie T,
| MeRy, a,eRY*, weR", ¢, ¢, eR, Vi e T,

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem and are convex and solvable in this setting.

Corollary B.3. (Quantile Regression) If L represents the pinball loss function for some € € [0, 1]
and = s in the form of , then (As, as, w) € Qg is equivalent to the following constraints

( €(si — {w, Tsi)) + <¢:i7 d—Cizs — C2Z)si> < ag Vi e T,
(1 =€) ({w, &si) — Gsi) + {¢;, d — C1s; — C2lJsi ) < ts; Vi€ Ly
1 O] of + ew, 307 — )]« < As Vie T,
(CT ¢y — (1= w, e dy; +1— )]« < A Vie T,
| As € Ry, aseRﬂ\f, w e R, S+’i’ ¢, R Vi € Z,.

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem and are convex and solvable in this setting.

B.3 Simplifications for 2, (Classification Models)

In classification models, the output y is categorical and Y = {—1, +1}. We assume that loss
functions are in the form of L(fy(x),y) = Lc(y{w, x)) and X is convex and closed. In the following,
we explicitly demonstrate 25 for hinge loss, smooth hinge loss and logloss functions. The model

parameter w is in WW = R™. We also assume that the support set X can be represented as
X={xeR":Cx<d,CeR"™ deR"}, (15)

for the hinge loss function under the assumption that A admits a Slater point xg € R™ with

C.’BS <d.
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Corollary B.4. (SVM) If L represents the hinge loss function, and the support set X is in the form

of , then (A\s, as, w) € Q4 is equivalent to the following constraints

(1= ui (w, &) + (7 d — Coy) < g

1+ Goi (w, Zsi) + (P, d — Cgi) — k- Ag < oy
{ 1CTéF + gsiw]« < A

ICT ¢, — Gsiw]s < As

N, n + - r
As€Ry, as e Ry, weRY, ¢, € R

s

Vi e I
Vi e I
Vi e I
Vi e I
Vi e Zs.

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem and are convex and solvable in this setting.

Corollary B.5. (SVM with smooth hinge loss) If L represents the smooth hinge loss function and

X =R", then (As, a5, w) € Qy is equivalent to the following constraints

)
1/2 - (¢F — Goi (w, #6i))* + 715 < ag
1/2 : (¢; + Usi <w7 i:si>)2 + F; — KA < Qg
{ 1-¢f<nh 1-9¢,;<m,;

Jwlle < As

| N eRL, o eRY weR", ¢, ¢y e RV, o

S 7

Vi e L
Vie T,
Vi e T

- N
m, € RY”.

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem and are convex and solvable in this setting.

Corollary B.6. (Logistics Regression) If L represents the logloss function and X = R"™, then

(As, s, w) € Q is equivalent to the following constraints

Jwlle < As

N, n
L As€Ry, as e RY weR".

log (1 + exp(—7s; (w, :i:sz>)) < g Vi e I,
log (1 + exp(Ys; (w, §351>)) — K- As <y VieTs

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem and are convex and solvable in this setting.
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C Reformulations for Existed Models

C.1 AFL

When ps; = 0 for all s € S, DRFL reduces to AFL (Mohri et al., [2019), then we have

inf sup E¥[L(fu(@),5)] = inf max > g, E*[L(fuw(x).y)]
eS

wEW pep weW qeQ :
= inf max ) gs- = D Ll fw(@si), Dsi)- 1
weW qeQ seS Ns i€Ts
By using the trick in Proposition problem is equivalent to
inf G (z+m)+0-|z+ye+n|p,
1
st zs=—e'ag VseS
Ny (17)
L(fw(:i:si)vgsi) < O Vse S,iel
weW, veR, neR?, zeRY a,eRY Vse S,
C.1.1 For SVM
The loss function for SVM is
L(fw(z),y) = max{0,1 — (y{w,z))},
thus we derive the optimization problem as
inf ¢’ (z+m)+6-[z+e+n],
1
st zs= —e ag VseS
N (18)
1—Q5i<w,:ﬁsi><asi Vse8S,iel

weW, veR, neR?, zeRY a,eRY* VseS.
C.1.2 For Huber Regression

The loss function for Huber Regression is

(w,zy— 922 if |G,y — ] < e

e(|{w,xz) — y| — €/2) otherwise,
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thus problem becomes

inf G (z+n)+0-|z+ve+n|p,

st. zs=—e€e o5
Ns

1/2M§i + €| {w, i) — Ysi — phsi| < Qg

weR" vyeR, neRi, ze R p,, a,eRY

C.2 DRFA

Suppose ps = 0 and Q = Ag, DRFL recudes to DRFA (Deng et al.,

VseS
VseS,ie L
VseS.

2020b), and Problem can

also be rewriten as problem (I6). Recall that Ag = {g € R | eTq = 1}, then the dual of the

following optimization problem

max z'q
s.t. eTq =1
qe Ri
is
min vy
st. z—7ve<0
vyelR
Finally we reformulate the optimization problem as

inf
t iy VseS
5. 1. = —€
5 Zs Ns s S
ZS—’}/<0 VSES (20)
L(fw(Zsi), Usi) < asi VseS,ie s

weR" veR, a,e RN VseS.

C.2.1 For SVM

By replacing L(fuw(Zsi), Jsi) by the corresponding loss function of SVM, problem becomes

inf ~

t _ Lt Vse S

S.L. Zs = Nse Qg S
zs—7 <0 VseS (21)
1 — g {w, Ti) < i Vse S, i€,

weR", yeR, aseR]IS VseS.
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C.2.2 For Huber Regression

By replacing L( fw(&si), Usi) by the corresponding loss function of Huber Regression, problem

becomes
inf -y
s.t. zg = ieTcJtS VseS
N;
zs—7 <0 Vse S (22)

1/202; + €| (w, i) — fsi — pisi] < v Vs € S,i € I,
weR", yeR, ps, o, € RV VseS.

D Additional Details on Example

Consider a simple system containing two clients with distributions P} and P5 and their weights ¢; and
g2, respectively. In this example, we assume P¥ is a discrete distribution, that is Ps(z = xs;) = psi,
i€{1,2,3}, ps € As. For simplicity, we assume each client has the same Wasserstein radius p, and
tune p from 0.00001 to 0.5 with step 0.00001.

In the first stage, we examine the probability of containing the underlying distribution P* =
q1 - P + g2 - P3, that is, P(P* < P). Here are the four main steps:

1. Generate 1000 samples from P*. For each sample generation, we first randomly sample the

client type from {1, 2} by the probability ¢; and g2, respectively. Then we sample data value

for client s from {x41, xs2, 253} according to probability {psi, ps2, Ps3}, respectively.

2. Establish an empirical distribution ]f”agg =q - P + G2 - P, from the generated samples by

calculating ¢s and {ps1, Ps2, Ps3}, s = {1,2}.

3. For a given p, check if I@’agg contains P*, that is to check W(P*,Pagg) < p for WAFL and
W (P*,B,) < p for DRFL. Tag satisfied I@’agg.

4. Repeat step 1-3 for 100 times for each value of p and calculate the proportion of satisfied ]IADagg,
i.e., P(P* < P).

In the second stage, we compare the distribution volume for the same guarantee level. Before
that, we conclude a list of p, where each component in the list corresponds to the smallest p to
achieve different levels of P(P* € P) in the first stage. We consider the probability levels from 0.1 to

1 with step 0.05. Here are four main steps:
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1. Generate 1000 samples from P* and obtain a fixed empirical distribution ]@’f by taking step 1-2

in the first stage.

2. Generate a random distribution P’ by randomly sampling g5 and {ps1, ps2, ps3} from (0,1), and

make sure q1 + g2 = 1 as well as 2?21 psi = 1 for s = {1,2}.

3. For a given probability level and the corresponding smallest p, check if P’ is inside I@’f, that is
to check W (P, ;) < p for WAFL, and W (P, Pf,) < p for DRFL. Tag satisfied P'.

4. Repeat step 2-3 for 10,000 times for different probability level, and calculate the normalized

distribution volume, which equals to (amount of satisfied P’ / 10,000).

E Additional Details on AD-LPMM Algorithm

Since (A, a5, w) € Q5 can not be represented as linear constraints in \g, ag, and w, we apply the
spirit of AD-LPMM algorithm to split the decision variables of reformulation into two groups
and update them separately. The proposed algorithm is summarized in Algorithm [I] Firstly, we

introduce the augmented Lagrangian

L(w,t,z,m,7, {As}, {as}, {ws}; {9}, ¢, o)

. 1
= Gt+0 |t|p, —v+o (t—2z—ve—n)+ Z Cs <ps)\s + ﬁeTaS - zs>
seS s

2
T ~ C 2 C 1 T
+ —y)+ot—z—re—nP+ 2D (phs + -
Ses'ws (w — W) 2H z—ve—n| 3 2 <p8 s Nse o zs)

& N
+5 Dl — g .
seS

To implement the splitting strategy, we will update two groups of (w, t, z) and (1,7, {\s}, {as}, {ws})
one by one.

E.1 Adding Proximal Term for Updating (w,t, z)

The optimization problem associated with the update for the first group (w,t, z) has the objective

function

R c c ) c
QT+ 0 [t 0 (b= 2)+ D] w Tzt Stz el + S 3 o | + Sz w3
seS seS
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where 7 € R® with 7wy = psAs + %eT

a,. To efficiently compute the update, we add a proximity
term as in Alternating Direction Proximal Method of Multipliers (AD-PMM). In particular, we

denote v{ = [t" 2], and we have

[t—z—ve—n|> =[t—=z|3-2(t—2)"(ve+n)+|ve+nl3
= || A1v1]3 — 2(A1v1) " (ve + n) + |ve + |3,

where A; = [I — I] since Ajv; = [I — I] vy =t — z. Thus, we consider the proximity term with

matrix G1 = /I — cA] Ay with ¢ > ¢ Apnax(A{ A1), that is, ¢ = 2Sc. Then we have

C 2 1 _
e~z e —nl* + Lo 71,

c c - c _ _
= 3 (|A1v1]3 — 2(A1v1) " (ve + 1) + [ve + n3) + 5\\’01 —v5 — 5(01 —v1) Al Ay (v — 1)
c c _ c o _ _
= 5 (—2(A1'v1)T(ye + 77) + Hve + nH%) + 5”’01 — ’01”% — 5 (—21)IAIA1’01 + ’UIAIAl’Ul)
C C/ _ - C__ _
= 5“76 + 13— c(A1v1) " (ve + 1) + §Hvl — 013+ c ] A Ajv; — §U1TA1TA101
/

C _ C _ C__ _
5 e+ nl +c- (Awy —ye —n)" Ayoy + Sl = 1[5 - §v1TA1TA1v1,

where w7 is the previous iteration value of vy, that is ﬁlT = HT ET]. Thus, the associated objective

function with the above proximity term becomes

~ c N
G t+ 0 [ty +o (t—2)+ Y pJw—(Tz+ B D lw — i ?
seS seS
/

C _ Cc _
+ §Hz — 7rH% +c- (A0 —ve — n)TAlvl —+ §Hv1 — leg.

By apply the definition of A; and v, we have
. c . c
G+ 0ty +oT(t—2)+ Y plw—CTz 45 Y w3+ )z -3
seS 2 seS 2

_ c - d _
cor(i—zne—m)T(t—2)+ ST+ S|z -2}
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E.2 Update for w, t and z

The above objective is seperatable in terms of w, t, and z. We have

Pu(tba) (1)) = argmin 3w + 53w —

seS T seS
= argmin (Z ¢s> w + % Z w'w— 2ij
w seS seS
-
. cS T N
= argmin —w ' w + Z('{bs —cwg) | w
w 2
seS
1 .
= E (Z(Cws - d’s)) >
seS

and

Bz (0,7, {\s}, {as}, ¢, o)

/
= argmin O'T(t —z)— ¢Tz+ %Hz —7\'”% +c-(t—2z—e —n)T(t— z) + %Hz —EH%
z
/

. - Cc C _
= axgmin (~0 —¢—c F-z—ve—n) Tz + 5|z wlf+ 5|z =3
z

c — d 1

= C+CI-(7r+t—z—'y-e—n)+c+cl-z+c+cl-(C+0')
1 - _ (+o

= 1+2S-[7r+t—z—7-e—n+25-z+ - ],

where the third inequality holds because the associated optimization is separable for z;. By the first

order condition, we have

—0s—Co—c (ts—Zs—7—ns) + ¢ (25 — ) + (26 —Z5) =0

c- Mg+ Zg+(toste(ts—Zs—7—1s)
= &= c+c '

And the last equality holds by taking the simple substitution of ¢/. For the update of t, we have

%t(nv% U)
/
. —_— c -
= argming t+0-|t|p, +o' (t—2)+c-E-Z—ve—n) (t—z)+ §Ht — 1|3
t

/
= argmin (+o+c-(t—z—ve— n))Tt +0-|t]p, + %Ht —EH%
t

_ ~ gto+c-(t—z—ve—n)
= PIOX(g/er) |1y, \ T =
_ gto+tc-(t—-z—ve—n A
-t (c’ )_7 Projp, o) (9't_9(q+‘7+c (t—Z—Ve—n)))
_ 1 4dtotc(t-zZ—ve—n) ¢ . 25¢ _ 1
-t 2S¢ ~ 25¢ TroiBy, T't_g(Q+U+C (t—z—re—mn))

0 . 2S¢
= u—goo- Projg | 101] 5 v
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where u =t — (§+ o +c- (t—2Z —~ye—mn))/(25c). Here, prox;(-) stands for the proximal mapping
operator, and the third equality holds by applying Theorem 6.13 in |Beck| (2017)). The fourth and
fifth equality follow from Example 6.47 in Beck| (2017) and substitution of ¢. The definition of
Proj BH'HP[O’]‘](.) varies depending on the choice of different ¢, norm in the support set Q, and we list

three cases for p = 1,2, 00 from Table 6.1 in Beck! (2017) in the followings.
1. If p =1, the operator of projection onto the L, ball is defined as

x, iffle); <1

Projp, | o,1)(®) = _
Tox () ifflae]y > 1,

where §* is any positive root of the nonincreasing function ¢(9) = |7s(x)|1 — 1. Ts is the soft
thresholding operator given by 7T5(x) = [ — de]+ O sgn(x), where a ©® b represents Hadamard

product and sgn(x) denotes the sign vector of x.

2. If p = 2, the operator of projection onto the Lo ball is defined as

1

_— . m'
max{|zs, 1}

Projp, | 10,1)(®) =

3. If p = o0, we transform set B|.|,[0,1] into the equivalent set Box[—e,e]. According to the

definition of the projection onto the Box[—e, e], we define
PrOjBH,HOC[O,l] (m) = PrOjBox[—e,e] (m) = min{max{wv _e}> e}'

E.3 Adding Proximal Term for Updating (1,7, {\}, {as}, {ws})
The optimization problem associated with the update for the second group (1,7, {\s}, {as}, {ws})
has the objective function

. 1 c .
e Z Pl s + 2 Cs (ps)\s + NSeTozs> +o'(—ye—n)+ 3 Z |lw — g

seS seS seS

2
c 1 c
+ 25625 (ps)\s + EeTas —zs> + iﬂt—z—’ye—nuz.

We apply the same approach as updating the variables of the first group to (n,~), while directly
solve a convex problem for updating ({\s}, {as}, {ws}). First, we decompose into two independent

sub-problems for (n, 7).
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As for 1 and -, we have the objective

C
—y+o'(—ye—mn)+ St —2z—7e- n|?.

To efficiently compute the update, we add a proximity term as in AD-PMM. In particular, we denote

vy =[yn'], and we have

t—z—ve—n|> =[t—z|3+2t—2)" (—ve—n)+|—ve—n|3
= |1t — 2[5 +2(t — 2) T Asws + | Asvo]3,

where Ay = [—e — I since Agvy = [—e — I| va = —ye —n. Thus, we consider the proximity term

with matrix Gy = "I — cAJ Ap with ¢ > ¢+ Apax(Ag As), that is ¢’ = 2Sc. Then we have

ez —ve—nl? + 3 lvs Bl
!

C C _ C _ _
= (|t =25 +2(t — 2)" Asvs + |Asva3) + §||Uz 7 5(02 —,) ' AJ Ay(vy — )

2
c " _ c _ _ _
= 3 (It — 2[5 + 2(t — 2) " Agva) + —[v2 — V2|3 — 5 (—2v5 Ag Ayvy + ) Ay AgDs)
c c c
= 3 It — 2|5+ c(t — 2z) " Agwa + 5“’02 — D5 + - vy Ay Agvy — §@TA2TA252
c _ " _ c_ _
= 5 . Ht — ZH% +c- (AQ’UQ +t— Z)TAQUQ + EH'UQ — ’UQH% — 5’1)2TA2TA2’02,

where D5 is the previous iteration value of vs, that is ﬁg =y

function with the above proximity term becomes

/!

_ Cc _
—v + UT(—ve —n)+c-(A0g +t — Z)TAQ'UQ + EH'UQ — v2|\§.

By apply the definition of Ay and v, we have

/" !

_ _ C _ C _
—y+ol(—re—n)+c (Fe-T+t—2) (—ye—n)+ 5|y =73+ 5 ln -7l

E.4 Update for p and ~

The above objective is seperatable in terms of n and ~, and so we have

. _ C” _
Polt.2,0) = argmin —o'n—c (—je—n-+t—2) 0+ |73
neRf_
. T < 2
= argmin (—o — ¢+ (—7e — 7+t~ 2)) T+ 50— 73
neRﬁ

7' ]. Thus, the associated objective



Here, the third inequality holds because the associated optimization is separable for 5. By the first

order condition, we have

~—7 = "Nyt oste (—y—T,+ts— 2z
(_US_C'(_'Y_ns-i-ts—Zs))-i-C”(ns—775)=0 = 7q= UE s (C//7 Ms Tls 5)‘

And the last equality holds by taking the substitution of ¢”. Similarly by applying the first order

condition, for vy, we have

. o ” _
By (t,z,0) = argmm—v—v-UTe—cv-(—ve—n+t—z)Te+5llv—7H§

0
/!

: _ c
= argmln—'y-(l—l—a'Te+C-(—ﬁe—ﬂ+t—z)Te)+§H7_7H%
1
= W%—J-[1—1—0’Te+c-(—ﬁe—ﬁ+t—z)Te]
1
- 7+72SC.[1+O-Te+c.(_7e—ﬁ+t—z)Te],

where the last equality follows from the substitution of ¢”.

E.5 Update for {)\;}, {a,} and {w;}

In terms of ({As}, {as}, {ws}), we have the optimization problem

. T & ) 1 T
— E e E — 2 Ao + —
min 2 P, Ws + 5 [w—ws|*+ > (s <ps s+ Nse a5>

(Ns, s, )EQs, s€S seS s€S
—i—cZ(P)\—i—leTa Z)2
— sA\s N s <8 :
2 seS NS

Obviously, the above problem is separable for (As, @, ws), which enables us to solve the convex

optimization sub-problem €,(ws, zs, ¥, (5) shown in the following, using existing solvers for each

se S,

. N c N 1 c 1 2
argmin =~ — Y, ws + 3 w — ws”2 + (s <ps)\5 + NSeTaS> + 5 <ps)\5 + EeTas — z5> .

()\s Qs ﬂbs)EQS
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